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  On order of the Court, the motion to intervene or to file brief amicus curiae is 
considered.  The motion to intervene is DENIED.  The motion for leave to file brief 
amicus curiae is GRANTED.  The motion for rehearing is considered, and it is DENIED. 
 
 MARKMAN, J. (dissenting). 



 
 

I, Corbin R. Davis, Clerk of the Michigan Supreme Court, certify that the 
foregoing is a true and complete copy of the order entered at the direction of the Court. 
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   Clerk 
 

June 24, 2011 
t0621 

 

  
 

 

2

 
 I respectfully dissent.  For the reasons stated in my dissenting opinion in this case, 
489 Mich 46 (2011), I would grant plaintiff’s motion for rehearing, and vacate that part 
of the Court of Appeals’ decision holding that Cherryland Electric Cooperative may be 
entitled to provide electricity services to plaintiff.  I do not believe this is in accord with 
the law of our state.  Rather, pursuant to Mich Admin Code, R 460.3411, once all the 
buildings on plaintiff’s property had been demolished, Cherryland no longer had any 
“customer” on such property, and thus its “entitle[ment] to serve the entire electric load 
on the premises of that customer” was extinguished.  I would then remand to the trial 
court for further proceedings. 
 
 HATHAWAY and ZAHRA, JJ., join the statement of MARKMAN, J.  
 
 


